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Abstract
　　　　　R）ralong　time，　public　economics　and　management　stlldies　have　been　conducted　within　a　closed　circle　of　domestic
policy　arena，　paying　very　little　attention　to　the　dynamic　change　in　the　international　system．　This　study　attempts　to　fill　the
gap　by　shedding　light　on　the　dynamics　of　globalization　and　showing　that　the　sharing　international　public　interests　among
nations　could　contribute　to　spreading　and“localizing”垂浮b撃奄メ@management．　Millennium　Development　Goals（MDG）provide
evidence　fbr　the“№撃盾モ≠P”hypothesis．　A丘eld　stロdy　in　major　donor　countries　shows　that　countries　positioning　the　MDG　as
acore　of　development　strategies　tend　to　institutionalize　the　result－based　public　management　within　a　budgeting－evaluation
cycle，　while　other　countries　remain　d6pendent　on　the　traditional　bureaucratic　systems．　Howeve鳥for　countries　that　have
successfUlly　rationalized　the　public　management　independently　from．the　change　in　the　intemational　system，　the　relationship
between　the　evolution　of　the　international　system　and　public　management　is　less　obvious．　Japan　is　expected　to　react　more
nexibly　to　the　evolution　in　the　intemational　system．　in　order　to　reform　its　state－centric　public　management　by　adopting　the
performance　budgeting　system．
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1．　Introduction
　　　　Since　the：latter　half　of　the　199qs，　accelerated
globalization　has　fundamentally　changed　the　way
in　which　State，　Market　and　Indlvidual　approach
“public　interest．”The　fiscal　decentralization　and
the　predominance　of　the　market　system　have　both
contributed　to　questioning　the　relevance　of　central
governments　in　the　public　arena，　whεreas，　on　the
qther　hand，　social　re串ponsibility　expected　for　civil
soci6ty　and　non－goマernmental　organiza仁ions　have
been　increasingly　important　in　dealing　with　crgs6－
border　public　issues　such　as　global　warming　and
international　terrorism．　Since　the　9．11　terrorist
attacks，　there　has　been　an　enhanced　interest
in　the　so－Called　“internationa1．　public　interest”
searching　for　a　more　stable　world　order，　anαin
this　context，　the　role　of　econo卑ic　assistance　for
low　income　countries　has　r←gained　its　reputation
among　the　most　conservative　policymakers，　based．
on　thehl　belief　that　it　would．　conthbute　to　reducing
uロcertainties　in　creating　a　stable　world　ordeL　This
view　has　drastically　changed　th6　foreign　aid　policy
in　the　Rephblican　Administration　in　the　United
States，　l ading　to　a　record　50　percent　increase　in
off cial　aid　sin e　2002（Radelet　2003）．In　Japan，
this　has　been　translated　into　the　revision　of‘‘Official
Development　Assistance（ODA）Platform”in
2003，’?ｍｐｈａｓｉｚｉｎｇ　the　role　of　ODA　in　promoting
　　　　ウ　　　　　　　　　　Japan　s　natlonal　interest　through　poverty　reduction，
sustainable　growth，　global　problems　and　peace－
keeping　initiatives．
　　　　　This　paper　closely　examines　causes　and
effects　of　the　Millennium　Development　Goals
（MDG），ase 　of　16ng－term　international　develop－
ment　ta亡gets　fbr　both　donor　and　recipient　countries
adopted　a 　the　United　Nations　General　Assembly　in
2000，in　order　to　address廿le　question　of“how　glo－
balization　localizes　international　public　interest；”
．in o her　words，　h w　the　globalization　of　an　interna－
tional　politic l　economy　could．influence　the　way　in
w ich　national　 overnments　make　policy　decisions．
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In　theory；at　least，　the　achievement　of　MDG　is　now
atop　development　policy　agenda　shared　by　coun－
tries　across　the　world．　As　is　well　kno㎜，　the　MDG
requires　an　achievement　of　numedcal　performance
indicators，　including　Poverty　reduction　and　school
enrollment　by　2015，　which　is　exactly　in　accordance
with　the　recent　trend　in　the　Result　Based　Manage－
ment（RBM）1in　New　Public　Management（NPM）
literature．　How　does　the“sharing”of　international
development　goals　among　nations　contribute　to
localizing　the　result－based　public　policy　after　all　P
　　　　　International　public　interest　has　been　a
subject　of　study　in　various　academic　disciplines．
In　international　relations，　Keohane－Nye（2000）
have　argued　that　accelerated　globalism　has
fundamentally　restructured　the　20th　century－
style“№盾魔?ｒｎａｎｃｅ，”although　it　has　not　completely
relected　the　raison　d’etre　of　nation－states．　Kamarck
（2000）has　suggested　that　economic　globalization
has　tended　to　promote　domestic．administrative
reforms，　starting　from　Britain　and　New　Zealand
where　NPM　was　born　and，　years　late蔦translated　as
Government　Perfbrmance　and　Results　Act（GPRA）
in　the　United　States，　spreading　a　worldwide　move－
ment　for　administrative　refbrms．
　　　　In　public　economics，　Stiglitz（1999）points
out　that“knowledge，”defined　as　international　pub－
lic　goods　such　as　advanced　technology；economic
laws，　and　scientific　discover猛because　of　their
non－rivalry　and　non－exclusiveness，　necessitates
the　involvement　of　non－market　actors，　including
the　State　system　as　a　conveyer　of　knowledge，　in
addition　to　international　organizations　and　non－
governmental　organizations．　Kaul－Le　Goulven
（2002）　argue　further　that　the　international　public
goods　are　produced　and　provided　through　domestic
bureaucracy；which　has　been　managed　by．　the　RBM
principles　in　recent　years，　thus　the　international
promises　will　be　monitored　and　reported　through
this　domestic　administrative　system，　leaving
almost　no　room　for　foreign　ministries　to　play　any
major　role．
　　　　Elsewhere，　the　result－oriented　NPM　has
generated　a　strand　of　literature，　and，　in　Japan
as　well，　since　the　Policy　Evaluation　Act　of　2002
came　into　effect，　there　has　been　a　growing
research　interest　in　policy　management，　most
of　which　assume　the　relevance　of　Anglo－Saxon
style　administrative　reforms　transferable　to　this
bureaucratic　nation（Ryu－Sasaki　2003　and　Ueno
2004）．In　the　United　States，　the　GPRA，　marking
its　10ul　a11niversary　in　2003，　has　been　a　subiect　of
review　by　many　researchers．　R）r　example，　McNab－
Melese（2003）have　pointed　out　that，　as　the　GPRA
must be　regarded　as　a　budgetary　reform　rather
than　 　managerial　refbrm，　the　success　of　the　GPRA
lar ly　depends　on　whether　or　not　the　budgeting
pr cess　has　dep rted丘om　the　traditional　budget
requesting　and　processing　system　through　line
ministries，　by incorporating　cross－ministerial　and
long－term strategic　objectives，　and　that　it　remains
to　be examined　whether　the　GPRA　has　not　been
used　as　an　 xcuse　fbr　new　rent－seeking　activities．　Ih
contrast　with　British　and　Commonwealth　practices，
McNab－Melese　a gue，　the　current　GPRA　lacks
b th　an　institutional　incentive　to　link　the　result
with　the　budget　and　resources　to　closely　examine
the　outputs，　creati g　an　environment　in　which　ef－
forts　are　concentrated　on　easily　manageable　output
and　outcome　indicators．　HoweveちJoyce（2004）
r po ts　that this　situation　has　been　improving
since　the　fiscal　year　2005　budget，　largely　because
the　Off ce　 f　Management　and　Budget（OMB）
has　started　implementing“垂?ｒｆｏｒｍａｎｃｅ　based
budget”2through　Program　Assessment　Rating　7bo1
（PART）．
　　　　　M st　studies　in　public　management　have
focused　on　the‘‘static”aspects　of　the　public　sector
within a　clo ed　circle　of　domestic　policy　arena，　pay－
ing　very　little　attention　to　the“dynamic”interplay
between　the　social　evolution　and　change　in　public
man gement．　This　paper　attempts　to　conceptually
merge　globalization　and　public　management，　tradi一
． io lly　treated　independently　by　dif5erent　academic
isciplines，　and　examine　the　interaction　between
th 　globalization　of　policy　goals　and　localization　of
public　management　system　across　nations．
2．“Glocalization”of　Public　Management
（1）Some　Background
　　　　In　order　to　address　the　question　of　whether
the　Anglo－Saxon　NPM　have　principles　and　methods
ra sferable　onto　non－Anglo－Saxon　countries，　let
us　go　back　to　 ts　prototype：the　United　Kingdom．　In
Britain，　where　public　policy　iS　defined　as　a　serVice，
amulti－year　Public　Service　Agreement（PSA）has
been　introduced　by　the　New　Labor　that　took　power
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in　the　late　1990s　in　order　to　ensure　the　delivery　of
pul）lic　services．　Talbot（2000）reports　that　the　PSA
illitially　emphasized　process　and　output　more　than
outcome，　but　that　the　system　has　been　gradually
put　in　place．
　　　　The　NPM　is　now　a　world－wide　phenomenon，
　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　り　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　regardless　of　a　country　s　level　of　economlc　devel－
opment，　influencing　administrative　reforms　at　all
levels．　France，　a　traditional　bureaucratic　state，　is
not　immune　to　this　new　trend　in　the　wave　of“Glo－
balizing　Europe”マia　regional　integration．　In　2001，
anew　budgetary　law　was　passed，　enabling　the
National　Assembly　to　exercise　more　authority　over
budgeting，　based　on　the　result－based　perfbrmance
（Damarey　2004）．
　　　　The　MDG　is　a　set　of　international　develop－
ment　goals　emerged　in　this　wave　of　world－wide
administrative　reforms．　Earlier　in　1996，　the
Development　Assistance　Committee（DAC）
in　Organization　for　Economic　Cooperation　and
Development（OECD）adopted　a“DAC　New　De一
　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　リ　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　コvelopment　Strategメ　a　prototype　of　internatlo箪al
development　targets　which　would　be　formalized　as
MDG　years　lateL　The　MDG　emphasizes　a　clearly
defined　hierarchy　of　goals，　targets　and　indicators
rather　than　obscure　slogans　and　rhetoric．　Since
the“Declaration　on　10　Ybar　Development　Plan”
going　back　to　the　1960s，　the　UN　system　has　adopted
numerous　unfulfilled　agreements　and　plans　over
issues　such　as　public　health　and　education．　Based
on　this　experience，　the　MDG　has　been　designed　to
be　more　result－oriented（UNDP　2003）．
　　　　The　UNDP　and　the　World　Bank　have　been
monitoring　the　progress　of．MDG，　which　is　made
available　in　their　Wbb　pages　and　official　reports　3．
For　example，　the　UNDP（2003）reports　that
many　goals　in　poverty　alleviation　and　primary
education　have　already　been　ful飢1ed　in　East　Asian
countries　but　the　prospect　is　less　promising　for
other　regions．　By　making　the　progress　transparent
and　available　to　the　public，　donors　and　recipient
countries　are　pressured　to　achieve　the　targets．
Currentl又MDG　is　the　top　development　goal　in
many　multilateral　and　international　organizations．
The　so－called　Poverty　Reduction　Strategy　Paper
（PRSP）4is　a　country－speci丘。　macroeconomic　and
public　investment　blueprint　in　order　to　achieve
MDG，　serving　as　basic　economic　policies　fbr　both
donor　and　recipient　countries．
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（2）A“Glocal”Model　of　International　Develop－
　　ment
　　 　The　MDG　has　been　conceived　and　promoted
by　the international　community；and　thus　fa葛no
study　has　focused　on　its　linkage　with　domestic
admi istrative　reforms．　Howeve勾as　the　MDG　is
integrated into　the　PRSP　and　national　policy，　it
may　well　be　the case　that　the　nature　of　MDG　has
changed　from　an nternational　coηs6ηs％s　to　a　more
　コ　　　コ　　　　コ　　　　　　　　　っ　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　 サ　　　　　ヲダbmdmg　mternatlona1¢gγ66勉6π’or　a　reglme．
Fur he葛as　the　donor　agencies　share　the　MDG　as　a
commo 　development　strategy；it　may　be　promot－
ing　the　result－based　NPM　in　non－Anglo－Saxon
natlons．
　　　　This　could　be　hypothesized　as　follows：first
of　al ，　a‘‘leader”nation　asks　an　international　orga－
nization　to　fbrmulate　and　monitor　MDG　where　the　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　り
leader　nation　is　equivalent　to　a‘‘垂窒奄獅モ奄垂≠戟hand　the
international　organization　is　an“agent”（Nielson－
Tierney　2003）．The　international　organization　now
turns　its　role　from　an　agent　to　a　principal　and　pres－
sures　a　developing　nation　5　to　adopt　MDG　through
the　formulation　of　PRSP　The　developing　nation
has　no　choic 　but　to　acCept　the　PRSR　because　it
is　a　cond tion　for　debt　relief　or　new　assistance　for
onors．
　　　　Now　as many　developing　hations　come　to
adopt PRSP　as　their　primary　development　strategy；
those　donors　who　w e　previously　reluctant　to　ac－
cept　the　MDG／PRSP　regime　have　no　choice　but　to
follow　su t　in order　to　continue　to　be　donors．　This
means　that　the　MDG　is　shared　among　leader　and
“fbllower”donor　nations，　implying　that　the　result－
based　development　policy　goals　become　a“№撃盾b≠戟h
stand rd．
3．Cross　Country　Evidence
　　　 This　secti n　provides　evidence　for　the
conceptual　model　presented　in　the　previous　sec－
tion，　by　closely　examining　the　position　of　major
nternation l　donors　vis－a－vis　MDG　and　the　extent
to　which　the　result－based　NPM，　in　particular　the
performance　budget，　has　been　adopted．
　　　　R） this　purpose，丘ve　bilateral　donors，　includ－
ing　the　Un ted　States，　Britain，　France，　Germany
and　Canada，　and　two　multilateral　agencies，　including
the　United　Na ions　Development　Program　and
th6　World　Bank，　were　interviewed　in　January　and
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Thble　l　Goals，　Target6，　and　Indicators　to　be　Attained　by　2015　Accordhlg　to　MI）G
Goal　1．　Eradicate　extreme　poverty　and　hunger
　　Target　l　Halve　the　proportion　of　p♀ople　whose　income　is　less　than．＄1　a　day
　　　　Proportion　of　bopulation　below＄L／day；
　　Target　2　Halve　the　pmportion　of　people　who　suf匹er丘om　huhger
　　　　％underweight　in　children；population　below　minim㎜Ievel　of　dietary　energy　consumpti㎝
Goal　2．　Achieve　universal　pdmary．　edhcation
　　．Target　3　Ensufe　that　children　everywhere　will　be　able．to　complete　a　full　course　of　primary　schooling
　　　　Net　enrollment　ratio　in　primary　education；Literacy血te　of　15　to　24－year－01ds，　etc．
Goa13．　Promote　gendef　equality　and　empower　womell
　　Target　4　Eliminate　gender　disparity　in　primary　and臼econdary　education
　　　　Rati60f　girls　to　boys　in　prima彫s年condary，　and　tertiary　education，　fbmale　literacy；etc．
Goal　4．　Reduce　child　mortality
　　Target　5：Reduce　by　two－thirds　the　under－five　m6rtality　rate
　　　　Under－five　mortality　rate；Infant　mortality　rate，　Measles　immunization　rate
Goa15．　Improve　maternal　health
　　Target　6：Reduce　by　three－quarters　the　maternal　mort殺1ity　ratio
　　　　Maternal　mortality　ratio；Proportion　of　births　attended　by　skilled　health　personnel
Goal　6．　Combat　HIV斑DS，　malaria，　and　other　diseases
　　Target　7：Have　halted　and　begun　to　reverse　the　spread　of　HIVZAIDS
　　　　HIV　prevalence　among　pregnant　w6men　ages　15－tb　24；Contraceptive　prevalence　rate，　etc．
　　Target　8：Have　halted　and　begun　to　reverse　the　incidence　of　malaria　and　other　major　diseases
　　　　Prevalence　and　death　rates　associated　with　malaria，　e．tc．
Goal　7．　Ensure　environmental　sustainability
　　Target　9：Integrate　the　principles　of　sustainab16　development　into　couhtry　policies　and　program　and　reverse　the　loss
　　　　　　　　　　of　environmental　resources
　　　　Proportion　of　land．area　covered　by　f6rest；Ene㎎y　use　per＄1．GDR　etc．
　　Ta㎎et　10：Halve　the　proportion　of　people　without　access　to　saf6．drinking　water　and　sanitation
　　　　Proportion　of　population　with　sustainable　access　to　an　improved　water　source；urban　and　rural
　　Target　11：Have　achieved　a　signi丘cant　i血provement　in　the　lives　of　at　least　100　million　slum　dwellers
　　　　Proportion　of　households　with　wlth　access　to　secure　tenure
Goal　8．　Develop　a　global　partnership　for　development
　　Ta㎎et　12：Develop　further　an　open，　rule－based，　predictable，　rlondiscriminatory　trading　and負nancial　system（includes
　　　　　　　　　　　acommitment　to　good　governance，　development，　and　poverty　reduction－both　nationally　and　internation－
　　　　　　　　　　　ally）
　　Target　13：Address　the　special　needs　of　the　least　deve16ped　coun柱ies（includes　tarif匹and　quota一丘ee　access　fbr　ex－
　　　　　　　　　　　ports　enhanced　progr㎜of　debt　relief　fbr　HIPC　and　cancellation　of　of丘cial　bilateral　debt，　and　more　gener－
　　　　　　　　　　　ous　ODA　f6r　countries　committed　to　poverty　reduction）
　　　　Net　ODA　total　and　to　the　least　developed　countdes，　as　a　percentage　donors’GDR　etc．
　　Target　15：Deal　comprehensively　with　the　debt　problems　of　developing　countries　through　national　and　international
　　　　　　　　　　　measures　in　order　to　make　debt　sustainable　in　the　long　term
　　　　Debt　relief　committed　under　HIPC　initia車ive；Debt　service　as　a　percentage　o軍exports，　etc．
　　Target　16：In　cooperation　with　developing．countries，　develop　and　implement　strategies　fbr　decent　and　productive
　　　　　　　　　　　work　fbr　youth．
　　　　Unemployment　rate　of　15－to　24－year－old6，．etc．
　　Target　17：In　cooperation　with　pharmaceutical　companies，　provide　access　to　afbrdable，　essential　drugs　in　developing
　　　　　　　　　　　countries．
　　　　Proportion　of　population　with　acc6ss　to　af正brdable，　essential　drugs　on　a　sustainable　basis
　　Target　18：In　cooperation　with　the　private　secto蔦make　available　the　bene五ts　of　new　t6c㎞ologies，　especially　infbrma－
　　　　　　　　　　　tion　and　comrnunications
　　　　Telephone　lines　and　cellular　subschbers　per　100　population；PCsπnternet　per　100　population
Source：UNDP　Wbbsite
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February　2004．　Bilateral　agencies　visited　include：
State　Department，　US　Agency　for　International
Development（USAID）（the　United　States）；De－
partment　for　International　Development（Britain），
Department　of　R）reign　Affairs　and　International
Tヤade，　Canada　International　Development　Agency
（Canada），Ministry　of　Fbreign　Af〔airs，　Ministry　of
Economy；Finance　and　Industry；French　Agency　for
Development（France），Ministry　of　Cooperation
and　Development，　German　Tbchnical　Cooperation，
Financial　Corporation　for　Reconstruction　and
Finance（Germany）．Interviews　were　based　on　the
questionnaire，　consisting　of　the　questions　regard－
ing　the　policy　hierarchy　of　international　assistance
and　the　management　method．
（1）The　United　States
　　　　Public　management　reform　in　the　United
States　goes　back　to　the　Planning　Programming
Budgeting　System（PPBS）in　the　1960s，　a　public
management　mechanism　originally　aimed　at　intro－
ducing　a　scientific　and　veri丘able　budgeting　system．
Howeve垣t　only　resulted　in　more　paperwork　and
was　abolished　ill　the　early　1970s．　It　was　at　the　time
when　the　British　Commonwealth　coun．tries　initi－
ated　the　NPM　a　decade　later　that　the　administra－
tive　reform　regained　its　momentum　in　the　United
States，　resulting　in　the　adoption　of　the　GPRA量n
1993．
　　　　During　the　interview　with　officials　at　the
State　Department　and　USAID，　there　was　no　men－
tion　of　MDG．　Their　top　policy　agenda　in　interna－
tional　development　is　the　National　Strategy　Paper
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for　the　United　States，　which　has　been　implemented
through　the　US　Department　of　State　and　USAID
Strategic　PIan．　The　Plan’s　mission歪s　to　construct　a
more　secure，　democratic　and　prosperous　world　for
the　American　people　and　international　societ又and
its　Strategic　Objectives　include　the“achievement
of　peace　and　security，”“垂窒盾高盾狽奄盾氏@of　sustain－
able　development　and　international　interests，”
“promotion　of　international　understanding，”and
‘‘strengthening　diplomatic　and　project　formation
capabilities．”Under　these　objectives　there　is　a
subset　of　Strategic　Goals　and　Performance　Goals．
R）rexample，　the　strategic　o可ective　of　the　promo－
tion　of　sustainable　development　an　internationaI
interests　is　divided　into“democracy　and　human
rights，”“economic　prosperity　and　security；”“social
and　environmental　measures，”and“humanitarian
　　　コ　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　aSSlstance．
　　　 　These　mid－term　goals　are　further　broken
down　as　the　age cy’s　annual　budget，　carefully
m aged　by　performance　indicators，　the　progress
of　which　serves　as　important　information　for　the
budget　request　 or　the　next　fiscal　yeaL　The　annual
budgeting　i 　the　United　States　follows　the　follow－
ing　procedu e：first，　the　Office　of　Management
and　Budget（OMB）at　the　White　House　assesses
the　budget　request　from　Federal　agencies；in
恥bruary；the　President　issues　a　Budget　Message
to　the　Congress，　which　is　to　be　approved　by　the
e d　of　SeptembeL　Starting　FY　2002，　the　OMB　has
adopted　Program　Assessment　R葺ting　Tbol（PART）
in　order　to　strengthen　the　performance　budget
system　which　will　cover　roughly　20％of　the　entire
艶deral　budget．　At　the　State　Department，　there　are
9pr（オects　assessed　under　this　scheme　for　FY　2004，
1fbr　FY　2005，　and　much　more　afterwards．
　　　　In　conclus on，　the　United　States　has　adopted
the　p rformanc 　budget　since　the　introduction　of
the　PART　This　implies　that　the　country　is　at　the
forefront　of　globalizing　the　managerial　system　in
f reign　aid　policy　across　nations．　On　the　other
hand， the　sub ance　of　the　aid　policy　is　far　difεe士ent
仕om　what　has　been　internationally　agreed　upon　in
MDG，　because　the　US　fbreign　aid　policy　has　been
defined　as　a　tool　to　implement　the　US　security
agend ．　This　position　has　been　accentuated　since
the　9．11．　The　US　example　is　thus　ambivalent　in
the　sense　that　its　foreign　aid　policy　has　largely
contributed　to　the　international　standardization　of
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NPM，　while，　on　the　other　hand，　it　does　not　share
underlying　strategic　objectives　with　other　nations
pursuing　MDG．
（2）Bntain
　　　　　Britain　has　been　a　marked“1eader”in　estab－
lishing　the　MDG／PRSP　regime，　and，　together　with
New　Zealand，　a　major　actor　in　the　internalization
of　NPM．　As　a　policy　is　defined　as　a“contract”with
voters，　the　Government　has　initiated　the“Public
Service　Agreement”（PSA），monitored　by　the
Treasury；The　PSA　specifies　the　three　year　plan
of　ministries，　consisting　of　Aim，　Objectives，　and
Performance　T註rget，　which　is　overall　consistent
with　the　principles　of　RBM．　In　addition，　the　line
ministries　are　required　to　conduct　Output　and
Performance　Analyses　in　order　to　assess　and
monitor　the　progress　of　PSA　by　target　indicators．
The　status　of　PSA　is　not　based　on　regulations　or
acts，　dif∬erent　f亡om　GPRA　which　iS　an　act，　but　is　a
political　agreement　between　line　ministry　and　the
Treasury
　　　　The　British　foreign　aid　policy　emphasizes
multinationalism　and　is　poverty－focused．　For　the
general　election　2001，　the　Labor　P註rty　Manifesto
stated　that，　in　order　to　realize　a“strong　Britain，”
the　country　would　influence　the　world　in　environ－
mental　and　poverty　problems，　by　achieving　the
Kyoto　Protocol　and　MDG．　In　the　international
development　field，　the　country　had　issued　a　White
Paper　on　International　Development．　in　1997，
focusing　on　the　poverty；which　would　influence　the
mind－set　of　an　international　donor　community　to
shift　from　an“aid　for　growth”to　an“aid　for　eq－
uity”The　International　Development　Act　of　2002
specifies　poverty　eradication　as　the　so1θobjective
of　British　development　policy
　　　　The　PSA　details　the　British　aid　strategy　at
the　operational　level．　The　most　recent　DFID　PSA
2003－06丁目ates　that　its　Aim　is　to　eradicate　poverty
in　poor　nations　by　achieving　MDG　by　2015．　The
Department’s　Objectives　are　five－fold：（a）to
reduce　poverty　in　Sub－Sahara　Africa，（b）to　reduce
poverty量n　Asia，（c）to　reduce　poverty　in　Europe，
Central　Asla，　and　Latin　America　and　the　Caribbean，
（d）to　increase　impact　in　poverty　reduction　and
humanitarian　assistance　in　international　organiza－
tions，　and　（e）to　adopt　innovative　apProaches　i血
enhancing　effectiveness　in　international　develoP一
ment． Each　objective　is　regularly　monitored　and
assessed　on　the　basis　of　perfbrmance　indicators．
　　　　In　conclusion，　the　MDG　has　been“internal－
ize4”in　the　British．domestic　system　by　linking
it　to　PSA，　making　it　possible　to　collect　firm　com－
mitme ts　from　all　segments　of　the　population．
Since　the　PSA is　monitored　by　the　Tヒeasury；，　it　also
provides　 n　institudonal　incentive　to　adopt　pe】敵）r－
m nce　budget．　Howeve蔦as　Joyce（2004）points
out，　the　PSA　has　 ontributed　more　to　strengthen－
ing　the governance　in　public　managemeht　than
achieving　efficiency　goals　such　as　performance
budget　as　in　the　United　States．
（3）　Canada
　　　　　　　　　　　り　　　　　Canada　s　administrative　system　has　inher－
ited　the　Briti h　system，　while　it　has　been　largely
influenced　by　its　powerfμl　neighbo篤the　United
States．　The　country　has　seriously　committed　itself
to　adopting MDG　and　NPM，　but　has　played　only　a
．marg al　 ole　in cr ating　the　international　trend，
putting　the　country　in　the　position　of　a“fbllower”
The　basic　a d　policy　is　stated　in　2002“Canada
Making　a　Change　in　the　World，”summarized　as
fbllows：（a）acomprehensive　approach　in　economic
cooperation，（b）　country－focus　and　strengthened
pa tnership，（c）sector　priority；（d）policy　consis－
tency；（e）fbcus　on　Africa，（f）institutional　refbrm
of aid　agency；most　of　which　are　consistent　with
MDG．
　　　　　In　2001，　Canada　issued　the　so－called　Result
Management　and　Accountability　Framework
（RMAF），aCanadian　version　of　GRPA．　or　PSA，
iming t 　introduce　NPM　in　the　co㎜try　As　in　the
British　PSA，　the　RMAF　is　based　on　the　political
commitment　rather　than　the　legally　backed　GPRA
in　the　United　States．　RMAF　requires　federal
gencies　to　annually　submit　a　30　page　report　to　the
Tヒeasury　Board of　Canada，　evaluating　annual　per－
formance．　Howeve蔦マery　little　evidence　exists　to
show　the　extent　to　which　the　RMAF　has　actually
contributed　to　 he　result－based　budgeting．
（4）　France
　　 　France　is　clearly　a“follower”in　both　MDG
and　NPM，　but　globalization　has　forced　the　country
to　slowly change．　The　current　administrative
system，　 alled　the　Fifth　Republic，　was　inaugurated
by　General　De　Gaulle　in　1958，　a　power　structure
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based　on　the　strong　bureaucracy　via　a　monarchic
President　and　elite　bureaucrats．　The　budgeting
and　its　implementation　have　been　in　the　hands　of
the　Treasury　In　foreign　aid　policy；the　Ministry　of
Econom防Finance　and　Industry　and　the　Ministry
of　R）reign　A丘airs　have　been　the　two　poles，　under
which　the　French　Agency　for　Development（AFD）
has　been　implementing　Projects．　However，　in
recent　years，　the　importance　of　establishing　a　con－
sistent　fbreign　aid　policy　in　France　has　been　widely
recognized，　resulting　in　the　white　paper“French
foreign　aid　policy　aiming　to　strengthen　globaliza一
　コ　　　　　　　　　　　　　コ　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　のtlon　jolntly　formulated　by　the　two　supervlsing
ministries．　The　policy　paper　recognizes　that　the
poverty　alleviation　has　become　the　central　focus　in
the　international　donor　community；as　symbolized
by　MDG，　for　which　France　should　make　a　maxi－
mum　contribution　in　institution　building，　human
development，　and　policy　dialogue．　For　France，
however，　no　strategic　objective　or　indicator　has
been　established　to　achieve　MDG　in　more　precise
terms．
　　　　The　French　budgeting　system　is　under　going
drastic　reforms．　The　current　finance　law　of　1959
entitles　the　executive　branch　of　the　government
to　exercise　full　authority；but　the　new　finance　law
of　2001，　effective　fiscal　year　2005，　will　empower
the　National　Assembly　for　budgeting　on　the　basis
of　perfbrmance．　An　interview　with　the　Tヒeasury
officials　confirmed　that　the　reform　will　introduce
the“Anglo－Saxon　style　performance　budgeting
　　　　　　り　　じ　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　コsystem　ln　ODA　and　all　other　ltems．
（5）Ge㎜any
　　　　　Since　the　18t匝centur猛the　civil　service　sys－
tem　in　Germany　has　been　given　a　public　authority；
indepelldent　of　poliUcal　power　There　is　no　centra1－
10cal　hierarchy　in　the　system，　because　the　country
adopts　a　flat　federal　system．　Fbr　historical　reasons，
post－WWH　Germany　has　carefully　avoide4　exercis－
ing　leadership　in　international　problems．　Howeve葛
since　the　Green－Social　Democrat　Coalition　govem－
ment　took　power　in　1998，　the　country　has　become
more　explicit　about　its　foreign　aid　policy；expressed
in　the“Action　Plan　for　2015．”German　fbreign　aid
policy　strongly　reflects　the　idea　of　the　Greens，
emphasizing　the　environment　and　povertyとWhile
、the　action　plan　calls　fbr　the　ef『ective　achievement
of　MDG，　in　particular　the　poverty　reduction
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through inte national　and　domestic　cooperation，
strategic　objectives　and　performance　indicators　to
achieve　these　goals　are　stated　more　obscurely　than
in　NPM－orien ed countries．
　　　Nevertheless，　Germany　is　also　under
administrative　reform，‘ocusing　on　the　policy　evalu－
ation　initiatives　called“Modern　State，　Modern
Administration．”The　new　initiative　focuses　on　the
introduction　of　cost－benefit　analysis　of　administra－
tive　services，　modernization　of　administration
through　outcome　indicators，　and　benchmarking　of
best　practices　across　ministhes．
4．Policy　Implications－Are　Global　Goals
　Localized？
　 　　The　evidence　suggests　that，　in　Britain，
where　MDG　is　placed　as　a　central　position　in　its
ov rall　development　policy；the　result－based　public
management　is　a　norm．　The　similar　pattern　exists
in　Canada，　whereas，　in　France　and　Germany；the
result－based　public　management　has　not　been　in
place　yet，　but　they　are　rapidly　catching　up　with　the
international　trend　of　NPM　and　MDG　altogetheL
These　cases　sugge§t　a　positive　correlation　among
the　 xte t　to　which　both　MDG　and　NPM　are
introduced，　o葛in　other　words，8・10δα1　goals　are
“localiz d．”Howeve蔦acounterexample　comes
from　the　United　States，　where　the　NPM　is　very
prevalent　but　the　MDG　is　not　taken　so　seriously
Thus　the　relationship　between　MDG　and　NPM
remain　ambiguous　so　long　as　the　NPM　has　been
illtroduced　with　strong　domestic　f自ctors　such　as　a
budget　deficit，　or　the　country　is　powerful　enough
to　influ nce　the　international　system，
　　　　In the　past，　the　staffing　and　budgeting
decision　was　centrally‘‘垂撃≠獅獅?ｄ”so　that　all　ef£orts
were　 xhausted　for　budget　appropriation，　leaving
l t le　room　fbr　policy　implementation　and　evalua－
tion．　This　administrative　practice　resulted　in　far
less　efficient　and　less　e丘ective　public　services．　A
new　paradigm　is　about　a　drastic　change　f亡om“垂浮b撃奄
administrati n”to“垂浮b撃奄メ@management”and　from
“inst tution”to“strategy；”where　performance
targets．≠獅п@strategic　objectives　play　central　roles
and　staffing　a d　budgeting　decisions　are　adjusted
且exibly　according　to　the　changing　needs　in　the　field
operatlons．
　　　　Countries　with　a　decentralized　staffing
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and　budgeting　system．　in　public　management
tend　to　have　client－oriented　and　result－focused
management　in　development　policy；a．conceptual
model　closer　to　the　Ih．arket　mechanism．　Germany
and　Britain　have　pursued　a　decentralized　public
management，　with　more　emphasis　on　participa－
tory　development　rather　thap　market　601ution，
although　the　British　PSA　system　has　to　fulfi11．
efficiency　goals．　Since　the　introduction　Qf　RMAE
Canada　has　also　been　pressured　to　make　the　public
．managemeht　more　e伍cient　in　all　respects．　French
and　Germany　have　established　a　socio－economic
system　different　ffom　the　Anglo－Saxon　style　and
have　pursued　a　diffbrent　route　in　public　administra一．
tion　as　we11．　Howeve葛for　the　past．decade　or　so，
the　integration　of　Europe　and　globalization　of　the
world　economy　have．　forced　them　to　modify　their
traditional　institutions　and　social　philosophy
　　　　In　terms　of　the　public　relations　of　NPM，　the
United　States，　Britain，　Canada，　and　internatiQnal
organizations　have　been　fairly　open　in　terms　of
access　to　the　information　and　documentations
through　W6b　pages　and　other　sources，　whereas
French　and　German　institutions　have　been．rela－
tively　reluctant　to　disseminate　information．　It　is　in
asense　paradoxical　that　the　administrative　cost
of　monitoring　performance　indicators　and　their
public　dissemination　has　been　raised　since　NPM．
Howeve垣t　is　an　unavoidable　cost　since　the　linkage
between　the　progress　of　NPM　and　internet－bas6d
public　relatio且s　is　undeniable．．
5．Concluding　Remarks
　　　　It　has　been　suggested　that　there　is　some
observable　positive　relationship　between　the　MDG
and　NPM，ゴ．θ．，　those　countries　with　a　high　presence
of　MDG　tend　to　have　achieved　a　high　degree　of
progress　of　NPM，　and，σ∫6θ％鰐．　Howeve鴨there
are　some　countries　that　have　achieved　a　high　level
of　progress　in　NPM　regardless　of　the　MDG，　which
needs　to　be　addressed　in　a　further　study　In　other
words，　the　extent　to　which　globalization　localizes
public　management　is　largely　case　dependent．
France，　for　example，　has　traditionally　followed　a
state－centric　system　both　in　public　management
and　foreign　aid　policy　for　the　past　fifty　years，　but，
since　the　new　finance　law　of　2001　the　Gaullist　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　，
nation　has　been　attempting　tQ　localize　global　trends
of　new　public　 a agement．
　　 　In　Japan，　where　the　country　has　been　run
by　a　stfong　bureaucracy；thg　NPM　seems　to　have
no　role　to　play　As　Ryu」Sasaki．（2003）．point　6叫，
Japanese　public　po icy　is　not　based　on　a　clear　set　of
s廿ategies，　but　the　policy　eval亘ation　has　been　done．
on　the　basi60f　previous　policy　platfgrms　and　mid－
term　planning．．　This　is仕ue飴r　New　ODA　PlaUbm
o 　ODA　Mid－term　Plan，咄ich　have　no　strategic
goals　nor　indicators，　with　no　reference　to　MDG　and
th ir．missing　linkage　with　perfbrmance　budget．　Fbr
the　Japanese　system　to　get　out　of　the　bureaucratiご
vicious　circle， 　civil　society　and　academia．must　act
and　persuade．　policymakers　to　open　their　eyes　to
he．result－based　contribution　to　the　i血ternational
　　　　　　　コcommunlty
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